Editor:
We write in response to the previously published ''Climate Change and Animal Disease'' 25 and ''Global Climate Change and Implications for Disease Emergence.'' 22 Both articles are well written, and given the many unexamined assertions and assumptions, the conclusions follow. However, the authors in presenting such politically correct perspectives are taking a lot on trust, and it would be wise to read a few skeptical books and papers before committing themselves.
Global warming is a popular news maker that provides almost endless opportunities for the reporter looking for headlines, the researcher looking for funding, the politician looking for inexpensive leadership, the ambitious businessperson looking for subsidies, and anyone who enjoys the deep self-righteous satisfaction of belief. In the face of this reality, Aaron Wildavsky's book But Is It True? A Citizen's Guide to Environmental Health and Safety Issues clarifies information on past and current environmental science controversies and makes a clear and compelling case for challenging conventional wisdom about the environmental perils that provide a daily flow of alarming news articles. 28 More recently, Christopher Booker and Richard North in their book Scared to Death: From BSE to Global Warming-Why Scares Are Costing Us the Earth 1 go further to present a detailed analysis of the factors required to create a scare.
Equipped with an understanding of human history and our propensity to uncritically embrace politically correct beliefs, we gain an important tool to help ask the uncomfortable questions. For climate change, this often means questioning inferences made from otherwise excellent data and analysis. However, our lack of understanding of some of the most basic factors is overlooked: Various feedback mechanisms are not accounted for, and the known physics of carbon dioxide is extrapolated to worst-case scenarios and built into predictions.
Predictions of human-made climate change are derived from computer models that incorporate assumptions for the factors we know-ignoring the many unknowns. The frailest threads of the assumptions are feedback cycles for radiative forcing, which is a complex measure of how much a greenhouse gas may alter the balance of incoming and outgoing energy in the Earth-atmosphere system. 10 Climate, however, is an even more complex phenomenon with positive and negative feedbacks not yet understood. These feedbacks determine real climate. According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 11 anthropomorphic global warming is a significant factor in global climate, but a large number of scientists are challenging that consensus. 7, 21, 23, 27 Is climate changing? Yes, plenty of data show that the climate is changing. But climate has always changed-often faster than it is now. We know that a series of years can trend warmer or cooler, both in short time segments such as 30 years and over millennia as demonstrated by the study of geologyappearing as cycles within cycles, caused by factors we are just beginning to learn. The ''hockey stick'' model 15 of climate, showing steady temperatures for the last millennium with rapid increases at an inflection point in the present, has been disproven by history, statistical review, and the global temperature trends of the past decade. [2] [3] [4] 6, 8, 9, 12, 16, 17, 24, 26 However, only in the past year have news publications begun to recognize these facts and scientists been able to challenge catastrophic predictions without being completely marginalized. There were Roman and Medieval warming periods that were warmer than now. We still seem to be recovering from the Little Ice Age of the 1600s. The Argo project is showing no change in ocean temperatures during the past 5 years, and satellite data show that Earth temperatures have not increased this decade while carbon dioxide has continued to increase-requiring reassessment of computer models. 13, 14 When one considers the alleged impact of anthropomorphic global warming on diseases, the study of malaria becomes a case in point to illustrate alarmist speculations on climate effects. 19 By wrongly assuming that temperature is the defining factor for malaria occurrence, one predicts that further climate warming will, first, cause millions more cases in regions where the disease is already present and, second, rapidly expand it to higher latitudes and altitudes. In fact, few people realize that malaria was prevalent in the United States and Europe before being eradicated about 50 years ago-occurring as far north as Scandinavia and surviving even the coldest years of the past millennium. 18 But the predictions still keep coming in, supported by simple models that are persuasive because they seem intuitive. The purveyors of this information ignore the key elements in the transmission and epidemiology of the disease: the ecology and behavior of humans and vectors. A holistic view of the natural history of the disease is the only valid starting point for assessing the likely significance of future changes in climate. Then, consideration needs to be given to the tragic human cost that the ban on DDT has had in terms of malaria controlthe legacy of a previous scare. 5, 20 For carbon dioxide, as with many scares of the past, there is a demand for ''no effect'' levels without regard to the uncertainty of the science, to the actual risk of adverse effects versus benefits, to the cost of compliance, and to the allowance for a nondisruptive transition to next-generation technology. Various scientific disciplines and other lobbies seeking governmental support through regulation of tax concession still jump on the politicized issue of climate science-a wonderful funding source. But skeptics have something to offer by asking the uncomfortable question ''But is it true?'' Just do not expect the answers to make you popular. D. Hoover, DVM, PhD, DACVP Manager, V-Path Global LLC, Greenfield, Indiana S. Boehmer-Christiansen, PhD Emeritus Reader in Geography, University of Hull, Kingston-upon-Hull, England
